Abstract. Even though international marketing has been challenged because of theoretical and methodological shortcomings, very few researchers have actually attempted to analyze the weaknesses based on principles of theory evaluation. In this article, the author examines two types of models addressing the individual rirm's internationalization process. A theory evaluation is performed based on the explanation and the falsification criteria. In order to improve the internationalization models, some measures are proposed.
INTRODUCTION
More than a decade ago, Wind [1979] described international marketing as an area in which empirical work by practitioners is often more advanced and insightful than academic contributions. Recently, Ford and Leonidu [1991] have concluded that theoretical and methodological shortcomings have led to incomplete and/or inconsistent insights in the field of international marketing. A possible explanation for these shortcomings is that the academics have been too preoccupied with describing international marketing problems. As a result, little endeavour has been devoted to theory construction and evaluation. This, if true, is a phenomenon that international marketing shares with other sciences that have not reached the level of maturity in their theory development.
The internationalization process of exporting firms has been subjected to widespread empirical research (Cavusgil and Godiwalla [1982] ; Dichtl et al. [1984] ), and seems to benefit from a general acceptance in the literature (cf. Bradley [1991] ; Reid and Rosson [1987] ; Welch and Luostarinen [1988] ). However, in order to secure further development and refinement, *Otto Andersen is associate professor at Agder State College, Kristiansand, Norway. His research and publications focus on export behavior and economic and organizational analysis of small-and medium-sized firms. The models in Figure 2 share many features. The main differences are in the number of stages and the description of each stage. The incentives to start exporting, for example, seem to be interpreted differently in the models of Bilkey and Tesar [1977] and Czinkota [1982] , vs. the models of Cavusgil [1980] and Reid [1981] , respectively. The two former presume that the firm is not interested in exporting at Stage 1, and is willing to fill unsolicited orders/is partially interested at Stage 2, which makes it reasonable to believe that there must exist some kind of "push" mechanism or external change agent that initiates the export decision. In the two latter models, the firm is described as a unit more interested and active during the early stages. In these models, a "pull" mechanism or internal change agent is probably a more relevant explanation as to why the firm moves to the next stage. Except for the initiating mechanism, the differences between the models seem to reflect semantic differences rather than real differences about the nature of the internationalization process. Both the U-models and the I-models can properly be regarded as behaviorally oriented. Based on the arguments by the authors, the gradual pattern of the firm's internationalization process can mainly be attributed to two reasons:
(1) The lack of knowledge by the firm, especially "experiential knowledge," and ( Before discussing the criteria that will be used, I will briefly discuss the notion of theory and models. Even among the philosophers of science, the term "theory" has been defined in various ways (for a review, When using theory falsification procedures, the abstract theoretical explanation must be rendered fully testable. This implies that the nature of the constructs and the relationship between them should be clearly defined and specified, and nontautological. Furthermore, it involves making certain that there is a high degree of correspondence between the empirical operationalizations and the abstract concepts they intend to represent, and that the empirical indicators used to represent the theory's constructs cannot be construed in terms of other constructs. This is necessary to ensure that corroboration/disconfirmation of a theory is not due to empirical operationalizations not measuring the theoretical concepts and, thus, not testing the relationship of interest (cf. Calder et al. [1981] ). Even though falsification procedures embrace other methodological issues, this paper will focus on points mentioned above.
Both the explanation and falsifiability criteria are quite broad in the sense that they are highly dependent on other attributes of a theory, such as generalizability, empirical interpretability, and utility. Thus, the explanation and falsifiability criteria will here be used in the sense of "super-criteria."
THE EVALUATION
In this section, a parallel evaluation will be made for the two types of models (the Uppsala Internationalization Model, and the Innovation-Related Internationalization Model), which will provide an opportunity to compare the strengths and weaknesses of the models. I will start with the explanation criterion and continue with the falsifiability criterion. Boundary Assumptions. Implicitly or explicitly, all theories have a set of boundary assumptions and constraints, which delimit the application of the theory. Perhaps the most important assumptions relate to space and time. Spatial boundaries are conditions restricting the use of the theory to specific units of analysis (e.g., specific types of organizations), while temporal contingencies specify the historical applicability of a theoretical system [Bacharach 1990 , pp. 499-500]. Spatial and temporal boundaries under one restrict the empirical generalizability of the theory. Some theories may be bounded in time, but relatively unbounded in space-and vice versa.
The Internationalization Models from an Explanatory
For instance, the I-models should apply from the time (or immediately preceding) the idea of exporting is initiated until that international activities are regarded as an ordinary and accepted part of the firm's activities. The theoretical explanation of U-models seems to be unbounded in time.
Concerning space, the delimitation is less clear. Reid [1981, pp. 101-102] points out the need to make a distinction between the foreign entry expansion process in small and large firms. Considering small firms, the export behavior is assumed to be influenced by the individual decisionmaker(s), while the entry behavior in large firms is supposed to be structurally determined. Cavusgil [1982] maintained that one explanation for the sequential nature of the internationalization process may be provided by the decisionmaking dynamics of especially smaller firms. Bilkey and Tesar [1977] conclude that the "stages" model is meaningful for examining export behavior particularly of small-and medium-sized firms. Thus, it seems that firm size represents a boundary assumption for the I-models. On the other hand, Johanson and Vahlne [1990] present no restrictions on the units of analysis. They notice, however, that large firms can be expected to take larger internationalization steps than small firms.
As a tentative conclusion, the U-model seems to be less bounded in both space and time, and can thus be expected to have a higher level of generalizability than the I-models. This generalizability requires a higher level of abstraction, which means that the level of precision is being traded off. . Obviously, few practitioners will deny the idea of internationalization as a process, and many will probably find the models to be psychologically comfortable. However, an intuitive understanding does not imply scientific understanding. In this section, some aspects of the utility of a scientific explanation will be discussed.
Specificity of the assumptions about the objects of analysis, many relevant variables properly defined and providing precise statements of the relations between antecedent and consequent, are considered to make a more powerful contribution to a scientific understanding than an explanation without these characteristics.
Among assumptions about the objects, the size of the firms has already been discussed. The U-model and I-models seem to lean on assumptions about the firms' behavior that dominated the literature in the 1960s (e.g. 
THE INTERNATIONALIZATION MODELS FROM A FALSIFIABILITY PERSPECTIVE
The falsifiability of a theory is obviously highly dependent upon other attributes, such as empirical interpretability and precision. To ensure empirical interpretability (or testability), the theoretical concepts must be properly defined and the relationships between the concepts must be clearly specified. Moreover, operational definitions connecting the empirical-observational level intimately to the conceptual-theoretical level should be presented. There should be a high degree of congruence between the conceptual and empirical level, between the conceptual definitions and operational definitions, i.e., falsification procedures should be established [Calder et al. 1981 ]. The relationships between the concepts of the theoretical model are quite vague; some of them are in fact nondirectional. Vaguely specified relationships make it difficult to test the model from a falsifiability perspective. The congruence between the theory level and the operational level will nevertheless be discussed in the following.
Concerning operationalization (1)-the establishment chain within a specific country-Johanson and Vahlne state that the sequence of stages indicates an increasing commitment of resources to the market. Furthermore, it is supposed to indicate that current business activities differ with regard to the market experience gained (p. 13). Thus, it seems that concepts from theory level have been used to explain and hypothesize about the establishment chain at the operational level. This procedure is not, however, sufficient to secure congruence between the theoretical and operational level. Let us suppose that the results from a survey are positive, i.e., that the development within a country follows the establishment chain. Is it then justified to The second pattern predicts that firms enter new markets with successively greater psychic distance (see operationalization 2 in Figure 4 ). Johanson and Vahlne [1975] assume that even if psychic distance is not constant, most changes will take place rather slowly. However, when a firm has chosen a foreign market, the psychic distance to that market is assumed to be reduced due to increased market-specific knowledge. Furthermore, if knowledge of transactions can be transferred from one country to another, firms with an extensive international experience are likely to perceive the psychic distance to a new country as shorter than firms with little international experience. Accordingly, the operationalization (2) should be restricted to predict a specific firm's choice of a new market early on. Besides the lack of congruence between the theoretical and operational level, the boundary assumptions of operationalization (2) seem to be more restricted than assumed at the theory level. The establishment chain within a specific country has also been suggested in the entry mode literature (cf. Root [1987] ). Empirical support for such an evolutionary path has been found in several studies (e.g., Buckley et al. To conclude, the empirical research has given mixed support to the operationalized models in Figure 4 . For reasons of space, a more complete discussion of the studies cannot be presented here. However, the empirical studies differ with respect to operationalization of key variables, selection of research settings and designs. From a falsifiability point of view, it can be argued that more precise statements of the boundary assumptions of the modelsi.e., identifying under which circumstances the models should be relevantare needed in order to develop appropriate empirical testing methods.
FIGURE 3 A Summary of the Evaluation Based on the Explanation Criteria

FIGURE 4 The Theoretical and Operational Level of the U-Model
The I-Models
In From a methodological point of view, use of discriminant analysis would probably have been more informative than multiple regression. In some cases, the independent and dependent variables are close to being identical. For instance, in analyzing the differences between Stage 1 and Stage 2 compared to Stage 3 (exploring the feasibility of exporting), one of the two significant independent variables turned out to be "whether or not management planned for exporting" (partial correlations=.447). Planning for exporting can be interpreted as a method of exploring the feasibility of exporting, leaving the explanatory value of this variable quite low. Several of the included independent variables are composed of the management's expectations regarding the benefits of exporting, perceptions of barriers to exporting and evaluation of management quality. As long as the dependent variable divides the objects into various stages, the findings of differences between stages for these variables are practically tautological. As noted by Dichtl et al. [1984] , "managers who have committed themselves to exporting and actually engage in it, invariably take a more positive view on foreign operations and adhere to more export market planning than managers of non-exporting firms" (p. 51). This problem will not be solved as long as cross-sectional designs are used.
Bilkey and Tesar's conclusion that the export development process of firms tends to proceed in stages (p. 95), should not be surprising as long as the firms in their cross-sectional study have been classified into different stages. Furthermore, Bilkey and Tesar's finding that firm size was relatively unimportant for export behavior when the quality and dynamism of management were accounted for, may have been influenced by the choice of classifying firm size into six categories instead of using the exact number of employees.
To summarize, the basic objection to the studies above is the lack of a proper design to explain the development process. Neither the criteria used to classify firms into stages nor why and how the independent variables should be able to discriminate between stages are properly grounded. In some instances, the independent and dependent variables are very close to being identical, and the direction of causation is not clear. On the operationalization level, no tests of validity or reliability, to ensure that a good measurement model has been reached, have been presented. The mode of presentation seems to be more aimed at verifying the assumed relationships (even if not always stated a priori), than at testing the relationships.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Objections can be raised against making a critical analysis of models that emerged more than ten years ago. My defence is that these models have recently been repeated and modified ( Third, more attention should be paid to the congruence between the theoretical and operational level. Too few attempts has been made to clarify the concepts and variables of the models at different levels of abstraction and the relationships that connect them. A requirement should be that theories or models should at least in principle meet the criterion of testability. Moreover, discussing and performing tests of different types of validity should have a high priority in the further development of the internationalization models.
Fourth, the empirical design must be adapted to the theoretical model. A cross-sectional design can neither document that firms proceed in stages, nor determine the factors that influence a firm's move from one stage to the next by using a cross-sectional design. Even though practical considerations render observation and analysis of firm behavior over time very difficult [Albaum and Peterson 1984] , longitudinal analysis should at least be tried for small-sample studies in order to establish the stage models.
Finally, the internationalization process models represent a substantial and pioneering research in the field of international business. The U-model and I-models should have the potential to explain the initial stage of entry into international markets, provided that future research takes the measures outlined above.
